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FALWAYS an essential element in the Russian em'gma,l
{ 3 the riddle of military spending and Moscow’s eco-.
A nomic capacity to sustain even higher defense budg-:
ets has emerged as a central issue in the Presidential cam—i
paign. Debating with President Carter'last week, Ronald'
Reagan contended that the Russians Had ‘“‘managed, in spite :
of all our attempts at arms limitation, to go forward with the |
biggest military buildup in the history of man.”” Mr. Reagan |
argued that an intensified buildup of American power was
necessary. Mr. Carter charged that Mr- ‘Reagan was invit-
ing “‘a new round of the arms race.” To explore the issue
further, Richard Burt, a.correspondent in the Washington i
bureau of The New York Times talked separately with two
experts who hold different views on the Soviet econom y and
military spending, Franklyn Holzman and Abraham Beck-
er. Mr. Holzman, a professor at Tufts University, is a fellow
at the Russian Research Center, Harvard University. Mr. |
Becker is an economist at the Rand Corporation, Santa
Monica, Calif. Excerpts from those interviews follow.
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Question. How big a burden on the Soviet economy is de-
fense spending? T T

Mr. Becker. The C.I.A. estimates it is about 12 to 14 per-;
cent of the Soviet gross national product. This is a measure |
of the dedication of the Soviet leadership to defense, since ;
that, or a similarly large bite, has been taken out of Soviet
resources, relatively speaking, for 10 to 15 years. There’s lit-
tle doubt that this represents a burden on the economy be-
cause the military uses scarce, high-valued resources that
could have alternative uses. This has contributed to main-
taining a ceiling on Soviet economic growth and perhaps
even to its retardation. To sustain the military, it has im-
posed priorities that have sacrificed the interests of the
civilian sector. S T e O N ET T

Q. Does this imply that if the United States increases de-
fense spending substantially, Moscow would have difficuity

keepingpace? .. . S ST
A. Matching the United States would be difficult. If, for
exaraple, the Soviets felt compelled to increase their de-

ive poten et U :
ggov?:gcst;:nlr)?eel that there is some possibility qt gomg bac}c

) ¢ atmosphere. CemitrL . |
w0 thadg‘;gr;tteintema}; variables —such as a leaflersm'?.f:c
cessio.n crisis — are likely to influence Soviet i Xy

nding decisions? e - - <ensus)

°p° A. 'lgheir present policy seems to be based on cquen ‘

fense budget by 6 percent a year, instead of the current rate
of 3 to 4 percent, they would face difficult choices. It would
affect the possibilities for growth in investment and con-
sumption rather heavily. The more you squeeze investment, j
the more you threaten-the rather moderate growth of the
Soviet economy. It is not at all clear that the Soviet econo-
my’s current growth rate would be sustainable even undera
moderate rate of increase in defense spending. o
Q. But if they feel threatened, don’t the Soviet leaders
possess the power to force their economy to match Ameri-
canincreases? . .- . . ... . R N UL B
_A. It the Soviets faced the prospect of rapidly rising U.S. J
expenditure, one option would be to develop political and ;
diplomatic tactics to restrain the U.S. That would probably:
be their first choice. Secondly, they would have to confront|
the possibility of increasing military spending and to faceup
to the prospect of tightening up on social discipline. There is:
still a third possibilitv. the mast frichtaning ana- T£ o .....

Q. What are the Soviet political or diplomatic options for|
trai ericanspending? . . - .
res't?‘?l?sgﬁrﬁncally, the Soviet view of détente bmug]’rx!ta ;?s-
ethe:.- two different streams o§ thought. One put eedmfﬁ hasss
gn controlling the arms race whxl.e the othet;itcro&:;led e e
ilitary ernization. These views were rec by th
mlxl‘te ti;:xmgxat “‘the correlation of fomgs is changmagslg
I1‘)¢§zuscgw’s favor. In the Soviet v‘ijegl og i(llgtt;?;e\;t;lhi:zt:’\'rast
i constrain U.S. abilt ! !
e eretive pots t?’x’atloto threaten the Soviet Union. 1 think the

But if a successor to Brezhnev wanted to regllocate re-\
sources away from the military toward the civil 's.e_ctor‘for‘
economic reasons, he would face very great dll’flCl:ll ties.
Reallocation issues affect the constellation of power in the!
Soviet Union, the core interests of the most powerful ele- i
ments in the society. Moreover, at the beginningof a succes-
sion, the leader tends to be relatively weak and_his capabil- ;
ity to bring about so fundamental a tragsformat}on would be x‘
relatively insignificant. The Soviet military buildup and its ;
stability over such a long period suggests that t'tqs structure |
is now so firmly anchored in the leadership dems'xo.n-mak_mg
apparatus that a successor would have a very difficult time |
trying to upset the policy. . . o

Q. If the American defense effort continues to in(_:::ease;
graduaily, what changes do you exp—;-f:t in Soviet military
spending? What could be the impact of arms control agree- :

‘ments, such as SALT 11, on Soviet defense budgets? .

A. The C.I.A. tells us that the Soviets will go a{xead in-
creasing their military spending by about 4 percent'a year.
If U.S. spending continues at the rate of the last four years,
the size of the Soviet military program will continue to be
larger because the gap between the size of Amencan‘, as
compared to Soviet, military spending has become so px_g. I
think the Soviet leadership will continue to see the political
utility of their military buildup and exploit it in ways which
‘have already become familiar. e Lo f

. With or without arms control? - ooiH

g. Arms control has not just been a sop to those in the |
'Soviet Union who have tried to control military spending for
.economic reasouns. It was also seen as a means for restrain- -
ing the growth of American military power. To that extent, -
the Soviets were probably quite satisfied with S:A;.T Iand,
surely are unhappy that SALT II has not been fanfled. Butl y
don’t think that arms control has had any major impact on |
the rateof Soviet spending. : .
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—t< Differ, But Thoy Agree That Soviet Economic Flexibility

Ts Just.One Corisideration



